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sheet as defined in claim 1 are the coating compositions of claim 
10 (Group II) . 

In view of such, Applicant is unclear about Examiner' s 
assertion that the coating composition of claim 10 is an 
"intermediate product" and is "deemed useful" as an anti-slip 
coating when it would also appear that as an anti-slip coating - 
after drying - there would also be no solvent present and as such 
the materials would be the same. 

The Manual of Patent Examining Procedure provides that 
restriction between patentably distinct inventions is proper when 
(1) the . inventions are independent or distinct as claimed, and (2) 
unrestricted examination would seriously burden the Examiner. See 
MPEP 803. Neither criteria is met in the present case. It is 
believed that the fields of search for the recording sheet and 
composition claims of the invention overlap and that Patent 
efficiencies will be furthered by unrestricted examination of the 
application. 

For the foregoing reasons, Applicants request that the 
Examiner reconsider and withdraw the restriction requirement. 
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